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Foreword 
 

The INSPIRE directive aims to create a European Union (EU) spatial data 

infrastructure. The goal of the infrastructure is to enable the sharing of environmental 

spatial information among public sector organisations and better facilitate public 

access to spatial information across Europe. 

 

To ensure that the spatial data infrastructures of the Member States are compatible 

and usable in a Community and trans-boundary context, the Directive requires that 

common Implementing Rules (IR) are adopted in the following areas: 

- Metadata; 

- The interoperability and harmonization of spatial data and services for selected 

themes (as described in Annexes I, II, III of the Directive); 

- Network Services; 

- Measures on sharing spatial data and services; 

- Co-ordination and monitoring measures. 

 

The Implementing Rules are adopted as Commission Decisions or Regulations, and 

are binding in their entirety. 

 

The Commission proposed the development of the spatial data services Implementing 

Rules to be performed in 2 phases. 

 

An exploratory phase where in close cooperation with the INSPIRE stakeholders the 

overall framework for the development of the spatial data services implementing rules  

is defined and discussed, with the development of the implementing rules as the next  

phase. 

 

This document contains the resolution by the spatial data services working group and 

the network services drafting team of the comments received during the review of 

first version of the Recommendations for INSPIRE Spatial Data Services by a wdie 

range of the INSPIRE Stakeholders. 

 

 
This document will be publicly available as a ‘non-paper’, as it does not represent an official position 

of the Commission, and as such cannot be invoked in the context of legal procedures. 

 

Legal Notice 

 

Neither the European Commission nor any person acting on behalf of the Commission is responsible 

for the use, which might be made of this publication. 

 

 

Introduction 
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The first version of the spatial data services recommendations document was 

published on the fifth of April 2011 in the INSPIRE web site
1
 

 

To ensure an as wide as possible consultation of the INSPIRE stakeholders two 

parallel consultations were organised: 

- A request for comments from the teams involved in the drafting of 

Implementing Rules: namely the metadata and data drafting teams, the Initial 

Operating Capability Task Force and the thematic working groups for annex II 

and III 

- A survey of the registered INSPIRE Spatial Data Interest Communities 

(SDIC) and Legally Mandated Organisations (LMO). 

 

Based on the feedback received the spatial data services working group and the 

network services drafting team will create a new version to be discussed with the 

countries representatives.   

 

This document containing the resolution by the working group and the drafting team 

contains is organized as follows: 

- a chapter containing the consultation summary recapitulating the number of 

comments received and of the statistics of the survey responses. 

- A chapter containing the resolution of the comments received by the teams 

- A chapter containing the resolution of the feedback contained in the survey 

results. 

Consultation Summary 
 

Overall more than 130 comments have been received through the 2 consultations. 

 

For what concerns the comments from the teams involved in the INSPIRE 

Implementing rules process: 

- 1 set of comments was received from the annex II and III Thematic Working 

Groups. 

- 1 set of comments was received from the metadata drafting team  

- 1 set of comments of comments was received from the initial operating 

capability task force taken into account as part of the survey results. 

 

The survey of the SDIC and LMO yielded to: 

- 32 surveys completed 

 

The survey allowed SDIC or LMO to provide for each recommendation their 

feedback with the possibility to provide additional elements as demonstrated in figure 

1. 

 

                                                
1
 

http://inspire.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/Spatial_Data_Services/Spatial%20Data%20Services%20Wor

king%20Group%20Recommendations%20v1.1.pdf 
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Figure 1: Survey example 

 

In particular it was possible to indicate: 

- agreement 

- partial agreement 

- disagreement 

- No opinion  

- Difficulty to understand the question 

- No answer. 

 

The overall results demonstrate a fairly high level of agreement with the 

recommendations, more precisely more than 70 % of agreements and if partial 

agreements are considered as well it leads to more than 85 % of agreement or partial 

agreement as indicated in figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Survey overall results 

 

In addition and looking at the distribution of agreements versus the number of SDIC-

LMO, a majority agreed with more than 70 % of the recommendations as indicated in 

figure 3 

 

 

Figure 3: Survey Agreements Distribution 
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Team Comments Resolution 
 

 

Metadata Drafting Team 

 

 
Chapter, section or clause 

no./Subclause No./ 

Type of 

comment 
Comment (justification for change) Resolution Committee Observation Action 

        

 G 

From a Danish point of view we don't have any further 

comments. Except if there will be suggested further 

requirements to excisting spatial data services beyond 

creation of metadata. 

 point taken on additional metadata  
No 

action  

Recommendation 2 G 

There might be some problems in organizing metadata for 

invoked services.  

 

There will be a need for developing a hierarchy if an 

invoked service consist of several services with different 

sets of metadata. Since the invoked service can be created 

on the fly from several owners of spatial data services, this 

could cause some problems to the metadata elements 

required from the Metadata Implementing Rules. 

Point taken  
 No 

action 

 

 

Thematic Working Groups 
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Chapter, section or clause 

no./Subclause No./ 

Type of 

comment 
Comment (justification for change) Resolution Committee Observation Action 

p7 G 

This clarification and extension of the constrained scope of 

network services is very welcome. Up till now INSPIRE 

seemed only to address the publication and delivery of raw 

data, and Network Services to deliver that data to the desktop 

of a user who would then mash up the raw data into a 

decision based product. In severe contrast nearly all real 

requirements should have been to deliver information upon 

which decisions can be made by  the user, particularly for use 

in emergencies. This SDS paper now seems to recognise that 

an information supplier might provide a service (in weather 

services case, probably even through a human expert 

forecaster) which processes raw data to provide such 

information. Heavy duty information suppliers such as 

weather services are so very much better placed to process 

gigabytes or terabytes  of raw data in a summarised and 

skilful information flow than a normal user on his own 

desktop.  

 agreement 
No 

action 

page 9 G 
Congratulations for a very coherent summary of the 

INSPIRE metadata IR 
 Thank you 

No 

action 

Recommendation 2 and 12 G 
reflecting comment MO-1 this is a clear scope where 

Network Services are a clear subset oof SDS. 
agreement  

No 

action 

Recommendations 4 11 and 33 G 

We are pleased to see the emphasis on NOT restricting future 

technology. Too often INSPIRE seemed to be fossilising 

existing tech 

  
 Point 

taken 

Recommendation 6 G fully agree   
 No 

action 

Recommendation 21 G 

In early INSPIRE documents, it was proposed that statistical 

summarisation and modelling should be an INSPIRE invoke 

service. Well in paricular instances it might be, just as 

Perhaps extend the GIS context to 

open statistical toolsets and to general 

modelling toolsets. 

 point 

taken  
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Chapter, section or clause 

no./Subclause No./ 

Type of 

comment 
Comment (justification for change) Resolution Committee Observation Action 

particular GIS tools might be, whereas a modelling set or 

generalised statistical toolset, just as a full GIS should not be 

considered an SDS in general 

Recommendation 26 G 

we could not understand the previous interpretation that 

Invoke might mean service chaining, when service chaining 

is really only adequately defined for extremely simple 

services. 

  
No 

action  

Recommendation 40 G 

Particularly pleased that cost benefits are properly addressed. 

And particularly the international dimension. Previously the 

narrow INSPIRE focus on ISO/OGC standards has ruled out 

International Standards such as from WMO and ICAO which 

are extremely expensive to re-engineer into ISO. An SDS 

service, based on an interoperable interface but non-ISO 

standard data is a simpler option, particularly when extensive 

processing is also needed. It also allows a service to be based 

on non European data over which INSPIRE has no remit. 

 Point taken  
No 

action 

 

 

 

Survey Feedback Resolution 
 

As illustrated in figure 1, in addition to indicate their opinion on each of the 42 recommendations plus one question, the SDIC/LMO 

had the opportunity to provide additional elements, i.e. “Reason for the Choice” and/or “additional comments/suggestions”. These 

additional elements have been discussed and the outcome of the consensus reach is recorded in this chapter. 

 

For each recommendation the distribution of the answers option is provided to put the feedback into context. 
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Recommendation 1 

 

 

Figure 4: Recommendation 1 agreement results 

 

 

 

Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

At the first glance the sequence Service, Interface 

and Operation seems to be valid. But having a 

closer look on the meaning and definition of 

Interface and Operation, modifications should be 

Reconsider the definition of interface.  

Reconsider the definition of operation.  Point taken No action 

Recommendation 1

84%

13%

0%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

done:  

if Interface is not a set of operations. Instead, 

when speaking of an interface as software 

component (neither User-interfaces nor hardware 

interfaces nor device interfaces, ...), this interface 

is represented by the protocol, which defines 

methods and values. Entities can agree upon these 

methods and values  in order to communicate and 

invoke functions (operations) of a service.  

Operation is not only the specification of a 

transformation or query. Furthermore an 

operation of a service describes the possible 

executables of a service.  

  Following ISO 19 119 is the good idea.  Agreed No action 

 

Recommendation 2 
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Figure 5: Recommendation 2 agreement results 

 

 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Recommendation 2

69%

19%

9%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

interoperability arrangements for SDS are already 

defined in "IR regards interoperability of spatial 

data sets and services" (as the title implies). There 

is no fundament for an IR SDS. According the 

directive requirements for spatial data services 

corresponding to Annex I are required to  

 

be defined already in the IR ISDSS no later than 

2009 (Article 9.a & 7.3 & 7.1). 

Article 7.3: "Member States shall ensure that [...] 

spatial data services are available in conformity 

with the 

implementing rules referred to in Article 7(1) 

within two years of their adoption. 

 

Article 9: "The implementing rules provided for 

in Article 7(1) shall be 

adopted in accordance with the following 

timetable: 

(a) no later than 15 May 2009 in the case of the 

spatial data 

sets corresponding to the themes listed in Annex 

I; 

(b) no later than 15 May 2012 in the case of the 

spatial data 

sets corresponding to the themes listed in Annex 

II or III. 

change to:  

1. SDS shall be discoverable (as in IR MD) 

2. SDS may be invokable (todo in new part 

"Invoking service" in IR NS) 

3. SDS may be compliant with 

interoperability arrangements (as in IR 

regards interoperability of spatial data sets 

and services) 

4. SDS may be compliant with 

harmonisation requirements (as in IR 

regards interoperability of spatial data sets 

and services) 

 

Note:  

no fundament to reference to a new IR SDS 

 Reason for choice not of a 

technical nature 

(Commission to answer)  

Additional comments and 

suggestions: Disagreement 

because the proposed change 

does not provide for the 

development of the SDS IR 

 clarify the status 

of development of 

IR 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

if the only mandatory part is to be discoverable   

 Disagreement because it 

does not provide for the 

development of the SDS IR  No action 

What is the purpose of this recommendation? 

Which of the four levels will be in scope of the 

SDS IR?   Clarified  No action  

 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

Recommendation 3

59%22%

16%

3%
0%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 5: Recommendation 3 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions Resolution Committee 

Observation 

Action 

we agree that sds are resources. But this does not 

mandate to release IR for more types of services 

than already defined in IR NS and IR ISDSS. 

the analogy of service resources and data 

resources needs to be clarified in more 

detail: 

The analogy is like this: 

 

spatial data sets in INSPIRE are any spatial 

data sets that can be related to the list of 

themes defined in the AnnexI-III of the 

INSPIRE directive  

 

(note: IR ISDSS not relevant for 

identification) 

 

The spatial data sets are logicaly devided in 

 

1. spatial data sets in conformance with 

INSPIRE (according IR ISDSS) 

2. spatial data sets NOT in conformance 

with INSPIRE e.g. because INSPIRE does 

not require to collect new attribues for data. 

note1: both (#1&#2) are part of INSPIRE 

and must be discoverably, but there are no 

further regulations for #2 required that go 

beyond the directive or existing IR. 

note2: even spatial data sets that are not in 

conformance with INSPIRE (#2) can be 

made available though inspire network 

 The comment in the 

Reasons for your choice is 

disputed -  conversely, the 

Commission sees it 

necessary. 

 

The discussion in Additional 

comments and suggestions is 

fully in line with WG SDS 

 

The purpose of the survey 

was, among other things,  to 

identify further requirements 

for SDS. The comments 

claim that no such exists 

currently. 

 No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions Resolution Committee 

Observation 

Action 

service if they share the same technical 

basis (e.g. ISO 19136/GML) 

note3: If future EU directives require new 

data specifications, the IR ISDSS can be 

amanded. 

 

In analogy to the spatial data sets the 

situation for spatial data services is equal: 

spatial data services in INSPIRE are any 

spatial data services that can be related to 

the list of themes defined in the AnnexI-III 

of the INSPIRE  directive because that 

service operates on INSPIRE related data 

sets (note: IR ISDSS & IR NS not relevant 

for identification). 

 

The spatial data services are logicaly 

devided in 

 

1. the spatial data services in conformance 

with IR NS(network-services according IR 

NS) and IR ISDSS (none for annex I)  

2. and spatial data sets Not in conformance 

with INSPIRE. 

note1: both (#1&#2) are part of INSPIRE 

and must be discoverable, but there are no 

further regulations for #2 required that go 

beyond the directive or existing IR. 

note2: even spatial data services that are not 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions Resolution Committee 

Observation 

Action 

in conformance with INSPIRE (#2) may be 

made available though the inspire invoking 

service (5th network  

 

service) if they share the required technical 

basis (to be defined by the network service). 

The invoking service shall therefore take 

into account national egovernment 

frameworks of the member states. 

note3: If future EU directives require new 

spatial data service specifications, the IR 

ISDSS can be amended.  

In respect to the unclear interpretation of the 

legal necessity for the definition of further 

SDS we postulate extensive cost benefit 

analysis that definitive demand SDS and 

recommend to start that process after the 

benefit of a largely implemented INSPIRE 

infrastructure has become reality. 

 

 

Recommendation 4 
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Figure 6: Recommendation 4 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

 

While this is a good idea, the result of cost benefit 

analysis shall be taken into account.  

 

The fact that the variety of exiting and future sds 

is indeed very wide indicates an unfavourably 

cost benefit relation. Adequat concepts to support 

a wide variety of sds can thereforce only be on an 

abstract level! We see a strategic potential in a 

common concept for SDS, but in the straetegic 

perspective. The step from abstract to the 

practical level shall be taken into account when   

The comments seems to 

accept the recommendation 

in principle  

Reword the 

recommendation 

to something like: 

“The 

infrastructure 

should support 

the …”  

Recommendation 4

49%

16%

16%

13%

6%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

INSPIRE is largely implemented and already 

populated with harmonized datasets and network 

services. 

"available" ?  Please rephrase   Ok  See above  

Not all cases, some restrictions are needed    Accepted See above  

The wonderful illusion to embed the future wide 

variety of all SDS in the INSPIRE infrastructure 

sounds great. But in fact this will turn out to be a 

blind alley, when feasibility, costs and benefits 

should be considered.  

Instead the INSPIRE infrastructure should fully 

follow a SOA, which means that a future wide 

variety of SDS will be accessible and do not have 

to be embedded in the infrastructure itself (via 

regulations). The population of the INSPIRE 

infrastructure with initial components (NS, MD, 

SD) is the basic starting point, which can be 

expanded within the maintenance.  

Describe Your ideas on a structured 

approach to embed a future wide variety 

(infinite number!) of SDS in terms of 

functionality, scope, protocols and 

interfaces.   Accepted in principle See above  

Time schedules might be challenging, 3rd party 

developers should have access   Ok  No action  

ok if the regulations, protocols,... for 

standardisation and interoperability are adapted 

accordingly. In terms of scope the formulation is 

very broad and might lead to (unattended) scope   Ok  

Reword the 

recommendation 

to something like: 

“The 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

extentions. infrastructure 

should support 

the …”  

They "could" but not "should".   Ok  See above  

Please put a focus on services as they exist and 

standards as they exist / are emerging.    

Ok, but see no reason why 

not stating something about 

future  No action  

Time schedules might be challenging, 3rd party 

developers should have access 

and tools for certification etc.    Ok No action  

This statement isn't very clear to me. Is it 

basically saying a wide variety of spatial data 

services should be part of the infrastructure? The 

scope of this statement seems very wide if not 

undefined. 

There is a trade off here. Yes, the 

infrastructure should be open to expansion 

to include a variety of service types, 

particularly as more theme types and themes 

come on line. However, if there are too 

many different protocols and interfaces 

added, the threshold to fully utilize the 

services may become too great for a typical 

user to overcome, given the volume of 

interfaces they have to become familiar Ok  

Reword the 

recommendation 

to something like: 

“The 

infrastructure 

should support 

the …”   
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

with. So I would add language to allow for 

additional protocols and interfaces but 

cautioning that new protocols or interfaces 

should be discouraged if existing ones are 

already sufficient, or adding new ones 

doesn't add significant new functionality not 

previously available. 

Time schedules might be challenging, 3rd party 

developers should have access   Ok  No action  

 

Recommendation 5 
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Figure 7: Recommendation 5 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The content of Annex I, II and III is not very 

logic  

Structuration of the Annex I, 

II and III are hypothesis 

which defines the working 

context of the SDS Working 

Group No Action 

 

 

Recommendation 6 
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Figure 8: Recommendation 6 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The text could be missunderstood. The 

recommnedation in number 1 is the minimum. 

 

Accepted  

Recommendation 

to be merged with 

Recommendation 

1 

If recommendation 1 becomes redefined, we 

would be able to agree.  

 

 Accepted See above  

This should be flexible and allow future 

enhancements, eg. linked data, data caches and 

other innovations to be included in revised 

versions or ammendments 

 

Accepted  See above  

Recommendation 1 is the basic set of definitions. 

Shall it be the only requirement applicable to all 

the SDSs? 

 

 Yes No action  

Recommendation 6

48%

23%

3%

10%

16% I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Also recommendation 2#  Ok  No action 

This should be flexible and allow future 

enhancements, eg. linked data, data caches and 

other innovations to be included in revised 

versions or amendments. 

 

Accepted  See above  

 

 

Recommendation 7 

 

 

 

Recommendation 7

72%

19%

3%
6% 0%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 9: Recommendation 7 agreement results 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The appropriate mechanisms need to be clarified 

in more detail: 

If future EU directives require new spatial data 

service specifications, the IR regards 

interoperability of spatial data sets and services 

[IR ISDSS] can be amanded.   

Out of the scope of this 

document. There is on-going 

discussion between the MS 

and the Commission on the 

overall maintenance of the 

infrastructure including the 

Implementing rules  No action  

  

INSPIRE needs to maintain technical and 

industry standard currency and therefore 

will need to evolve within the bounds of 

regulation 

Agreed in principle  see 

above  No action 

The impact of future variety of SDS on INSPIRE 

regulations is unclear at the moment. Obviously 

there will be some impact on the metadata 

regulation in order to make additional services 

â€œdiscoverableâ  €  and â€œbind-ableâ  € . An 

extension and modification of existing regulations 

has to be done via the proposed course of IR 

development and by coordination of a 

maintenance group.     Agreed No action 

Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Backwards compatiblity needs to be addressed. 

A reasonable time will have to be given in order 

to migrate or to implement to a new version. 

attention needs to be payed not to hev to much 

release within a limited timeframe... 

the management of the life cycle will be key to 

make this work!    Point taken 

 to be taken into 

account in the IR 

timetable 

agree if the "appropriate mechanism" concerns the 

revision of the Directive itself, because this is 

where the Spatial data services need to be defined.     

 Disagree there is a definition 

of SDS in the Directive 

article 3 (4) No action  

 

 

 

Recommendation 8 
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Figure 10: Recommendation 8 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

This can only be part of the IR regards 

interoperability of spatial data sets and services 

[IR ISDSS] or an adequat guidance document.   

Accepted  - this is also the 

intention of the 

recommendation. No action  

This makes sense, but the wording might also 

address the issue of mandates.   

Not clear what reference to 

mandate means here   No action 

The impact of future variety of SDS on INSPIRE 

regulations is unclear at the moment. The 

extension of metadata elements should be in the 

duty of the INSPIRE maintenance process and its 

experts groups.    

 Not accepted, initial IR 

needs to be developed No action  

Additional metadata elements should probably be 

optional rather than mandatory, but depends on 

what they are (need further specification)   

 Not directly rejecting the 

recommendation – nothing is 

said about which new  

metadata elements that might 

be required in the No action  

Recommendation 8

63%

28%

9%

0%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

recommendation  

Quality and SLA are not "objective" information. 

Who defines quality/SLA indicators?   

Again, nothing specific 

stated, SLA etc. just 

examples No action 

  

Services have to meet all requirements in 

the IR. Additional metadata elements are 

needless. Or we need futher explanation. 

 The recommendation 

indicates that IR 

requirements may request 

new metadata   No action 

Request for additional metadata should be terated 

within the IR for Network Services or teh IR for 

interoprability of spatial data sets and services     

SDS are not necessarily 

network services. The 

current IR on interoperability 

….does not handle SDS 

sufficiently  No action  

This may be dealt with later elsewhere in the 

recommendations, but I think we should be 

careful about making recommendations relating to 

requirements that go significantly beyond 

currently available standards. Certainly additional  

elements such as the ones mentioned will likely 

be needed. However, to make formal 

recommendations on these we should first look 

into whether or not existing standards and tools 

exist to support implementing such 

recommendations. 

On the one had, given the rapidly evolving 

technologies involved, recommendations 

necessarily should not be tied to one 

specific technology available at one specific 

time. On the other hand, expanding 

recommendations and requirements should 

not be done in isolation from what currently 

is available in industry, acceptable practice 

in therms of open standards, and practical 

and justifiable in terms of cost /benefit. 

Certainly the door should be open to 

integrating with efforts such as web services 

directories like seekda, but making formal 

recommendations relating to emerging Accepted  

No action, to be 

considered when 

developing the IR 

on SDS  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

technologies may be risky and may unduly 

burden member state agencies with more 

limited resources. 

Recommendation 9 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Recommendation 9 agreement results 
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Note: No comments received on this recommendation 

 

Recommendation 10 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Recommendation 10 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

The IR NS - new part Invoking Serivces - 

shall define a framework for invokable 

spatial data services (without mandating 

certain spatial data  

services). The technical guidance document 

shall then specify an inspire register to 

reference/register relevant service types. 

Relevant service types  

may in a first step be restricted to OGC-

webservices). The description in a technical 

guidance gives room for making available 

these services but  

there is no fundament to do this as a legal 

obligation. Future special thematic EU 

directives that require thematic special 

spatial data service  

functionalities might mandate new SDS 

based on their concept. Agreed  

Example to be 

removed. 

Also consider WSDL   See above    

  

Could you be more specifie about "well 

defined interface"? 

 See above, it will be 

specified in the TG  No action 

 

 

Recommendation 11 
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Figure 13: Recommendation 11 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

While this is a good idea, the result of cost benefit 

analysis shall be taken into account. The fact that 

the variety of exiting and future sds is indeed very 

wide indicates an unfavourably cost benefit 

relation. Adequat concepts to support a  

 

wide variety of sds can thereforce only be on an 

abstract level! We see a strategic potential in a 

common concept for SDS, but in the straetegic 

perspective. The step from abstract to the 

practical level shall be taken into account when 

INSPIRE is largely implemented and already 

populated with harmonized datasets and network 

services. this recommendation is redundant (see R4)  Yes! See 4  

The same recommendation is in number 4    Yes! See 4  

Recommendation 11

59%

6%

16%

6%

13%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Reason for your choice   

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

As long as it is not weakening the SDS IR (too 

general)  Ok No action  

This recommendation is equal to recommendation 

4   Yes! See 4  

This recommendation leads to the same questions 

as in recommendation 4: a future wide variety of 

SDS can only be accessible from the INSPIRE 

infrastructure, but do not have to be embedded.    Yes! See 4  

cfr. reamrks Recommendation 4   Yes! See 4  

COULD BUT NOT SHOULD   Ok See 4  

What's the difference with recommendation 4 ?   Yes! See 4  

 

 

Recommendation 12 

 

 

 

 



 34

 

Figure 14: Recommendation 12 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

I do not fully understand the relationship 

between SDS and NS. What I understood 

was that a NS (WxS) + data is an SDS. Use 

examples to explain difference/relation 

between SDS and NS. 

Clarify the current statement 

to position SDS within web 

services and highlight the 

special case of NS  

Redraft 

statement to 

mention “web 

services” 

1)The term "Invokable SDS" is confusing and 

makes it har do read. Maybe the term "Other 

SDS" could be used? 

2)The associations are confusing, isn't all network 

services invoked by a Invoke SDS service.   

Agree in principle to point 1  

 

Unlikely there will be a 

standard “invoke” SDS > it 

has to be tuned to the service 

being called eg via selected 

parameters 

Redraft As above 

– NS position 

paper to be 

updated 

accordingly   

Network Services can be seen as a 

COMPLIMENTARY TO Spatial Data Services VIEWS PLEASE 

NS are a small set of 

core/universal SDS awarded 

special attention in the Reject  

Recommendation 12

67%

17%

3%

0%

13%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Directive because they 

enable the infrastructure – 

they are a subset not 

complementary  

Description unclear Please clearify Clarify statement Redraft statement 

Please explain the relation between figure 4 and 

figure 4 and recommandations 3,4 and 12   

As INSPIRE data and 

services are all to be found 

and accessed on the web – 

they can all be considered 

[web] “resources” – hence 

the recommendations are 

consistent 

No action 

required  

Network Services are in fact a specialization of 

SDS (as explained in the INSPIRE directive). 

This recommendation is therefore contrary to 

recommendation 3 (SDS are resources and no 

building blocks).    

Agree first sentence – but is 

also consistent with 3. Agree 

SDS are not building blocks 

– but Rec does not mention 

this 

No action 

required  

  

There are no IR for SDS now. We need 

better explanation concerning the content of 

IR SDS. 

Agree but we need to do this 

in stages ie define SDS and 

then abstract the 

characteristics in a narrative 

form. For next steps  

 

Recommendation 13 
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Figure 15: Recommendation 13 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  Assuming that I interpret an SDS correctly.    No action 

  [I think]   No action  

Spatial Data Services is a generalization of 

Network Services according to figure 4....So no 

network specific IRs are included.    Agreed No action 

New implementing rules will help to improve the 

implementing rules for network services   Agreed in principle  No action 

Recommendation 13

72%

19%

3%

3%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The IR for SDS will require changes in IR for 

Invoke Services, which are part of network 

services.  

The IR for SDS should not require changes to the 

IR for Discovery-, View-, Download- and 

Transformation Services.    

 The relationship is 

acknowledged and the 

statement of no change to 

existing NS IR agreed with   No action 

Technology innovation should be considered as a 

possibility to change the Network Services if 

needed  

 Out of scope of the SDS 

recommendations document No action  

Invoke SDS Services should be more described in 

a new updated version of Network Services 

Implementing Rules  

Agreed and already taken 

into account by the NS DT   No action 

So long as the implementing rules for Network 

services don't unduly constrain the development 

of Spatial Data Services beyond the functionality 

covered by Network Services.  

 Agreed but currently no 

such constraints have been 

identified or foreseen  No action  

 

Recommendation 14 
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Figure 16: Recommendation 14 agreement results 

 

Note: This recommendation will be deleted in the next version of the recommendations document 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

See comment number 12     

 Recommendation 

deleted 

(redundancy with 

NS document) 

  views please   ..  

Description unclear Please clearify. Break up into more    ..see above 

Recommendation 14

70%

10%

0%

10%

10%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation



 39

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

sentences. 

This recommendation seems to describe a 

â€œLink Spatial Data Service Serviceâ  € .  

We assume that non-harmonized services should 

be made accessible by this recommendation.  Explain this recommendation in detail.     ..see above 

I havent had a chance to read the NS position 

paper fully      ..see above 

 

 

 

Recommendation 15 
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Figure 17: Recommendation 15 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

1) "Invoke Service", is this something different 

from "Invoke SDS Service"? 

2) How is it possible? The Invoke Service can't 

get higher perfomance than the SDS beeing 

invoked, since it is dependent on the SDS for 

performing the requested operation. 

 #1: There is no “Invoke 

Service SDS” mentioned in 

Rec 15; Network Service 

Type “Invoke Service” 

operates on “Invokable SDS” 

(synonymous to ”invoked 

services” as written in Rec. 

15).  

 

#2: Correct. 

No action 
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Recommendation 16 

 

 

 

Figure 18: Recommendation 16 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

 

alternatively to the harmonization of sds, 

transformation services might play a role in 

closing gaps of harmonization. (compare 

with directive article 7.3 last sentence) The 

architecture for this must be described as 

 Agree in principle but out of 

scope of this work 

  

No action 

required 

  

Recommendation 16

78%

3%

10%

6% 3%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

well. 

 

where practicable is the key here - but 

should this be defined or process outlined to 

agree variations to this  Accepted  

None at this 

stage,  

to be considered 

when developing 

the IR on SDS  

  

This recommendation creates dependencies where 

it is not useful. Instead modularity should be 

supported, which means that transformations 

should play a prominent role for the real time 

harmonization/translation in future.  

A close-coupling of SDS and spatial data (or 

spatial data series) should not be the aim of an 

SDI like INSPIRE.    

 Agree in principle that 

“transformation should play 

a prominent role for the real 

time 

harmonization/translation in 

future” 

Disagree with the last 

sentence (see definition of 

SDS in the INSPIRE 

Directive article 3 (4))   No action 

  

I do not understand how a SDS can be 

referenced if it does not process conformant 

data sets.   No action   

This recommandation indicates a close 

relationship between data sets and spatial dat 

services, which underlines to us that SDS should   

Agree in principle and 

position noted.  

 No action for the 

moment, to be 

taken into account 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

be treated within the IR for Interoperability of 

spatial data sets and services. 

at a later stage 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 17 

 

Recommendation 17

65%

16%

13%

3%

3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 19: Recommendation 17 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

Sounds like a contradiction within the 

Inspire infrastructure. Clarify the statement [att] 

Redraft the 

statement 

a minimum level of metadata and information 

should be made available   Noted  Note for Rec (?) 

Might affect the usability of the infrastructure. 

Elaborate on why it's considered OK to 

deviate from the specifications. 

SDS for non-compliant data 

may exist in the short term 

but such cases are likely to 

be rare. Even then they 

unlikely to be supported & 

developed unless they do add 

value 

This is not intended to be the 

general policy going 

forward. 

Reflect in the 

redraft  

A spatial data service that processes ONLY non-

compliant spatial data sets should NOT be 

considered as a resource in the INSPIRE 

Infrastructure.   Noted 

Re-word 

recommendation 

We cannot see the importance of this relationship 

on spatial data and its further impact of 

compliance to be considered as a resource .  

Explain the use of close-coupling spatial 

data services and spatial data/spatial data 

series.  

Agree in principle – see 

above 

No action 

required  

  

Especially when a spatial data service does 

a transformation of non-compliant datasets 

to compliant ones. 

Transformation is a special 

case ie NS – Schema 

Transformation is out of 

scope of this work  

No action 

required  



 45

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Potential issue of scope! Only applicable for the 

themes of the annexes?!   

In principle yes – though the 

themes & spatial objects 

within them are likely to  

develop over time – eg they 

are not complete regarding 

all spatial objects in use 

today..  

No action 

required  

See comment recommendation 16   Address in Rec 16 

No action 

required  

 

 

 

Recommendation 18 
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Figure 20: Recommendation 18 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

We don't see any clear recommendation - only a 

description of the present state. Please clearify  Agreed in principle 

Recommendation 

to be updated 

ISDSS regulation ? Please specify    Agreed 

Clarify that it is 

indeed the ISDSS 

regulation  

Again, the role of close-coupling SDS with spatial 

data/spatial data services makes no sense at this 

stage.    

 The close coupling is only 

with harmonized SDSets and 

not any SDSets  No action 

Recommendation 18

58%

10%

6%

16%

10%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

This is not a recommendation, should be 

explanatory text instead Point taken  

Recommendation 

to be updated 

The case of partial compliance should be 

considered. For example, a dataset may have 

compliant metadata, but not compliant in terms of 

data structure.  

Given a non standard dataset with compliant 

metadata, a data service could be built on it 

which allows for discovery of that data, 

even if the data itself cannot be accessed 

easily in a harmonized way. So a 

satisfactory result may be obtained in this 

case, even if it is not an optimal one.

 

The practical reality is that for many 

member state agencies, compliance will be 

a graduated process or progression, and not 

a binary state of no or complete compliance. 

Recommendations should balance the ideals 

of the system envisioned with the reality of 

the challenges involved in working towards 

it. Agreed in principle  

To be taken into 

account at a later 

stage  

 

 

Recommendation 19 
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Figure 21: Recommendation 19 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

 According the directive for annex I this is 

already final defined in the directive and the 

IR ISDSS. New requirements to mandate 

spatial data  

service may be use cases that result from 

new european directives in the future. In 

this context we see INSPIRE as the 

technological and legal basis  framework 

that other directives shall build upon with 

 O.K.  No action 

Recommendation 19

81%

16%

0%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

their functional requirements. For example 

if an other European Directive intends to 

mandate a thematic service (e.g. a 

floodwater prediction service) it shall build 

upon the INSPIRE data types and the 

framework for invokable spatial data 

services defined in the INSPIRE IR NS (to 

be defined in the new part for invoking 

services). 

 Reason:  

The term re-usable services is not defined, 

but should be used as focus for SDS IR.  

 

Suggestion:  

Deliver a definition of re-usable services  

Accepted in principle but out 

of the scope of this document 

No action 

 "should focus" would not be the right word. 

"should encourage" is better. 

Disagree, the intent was 

indeed to indicate re-usable 

spatial data services as the 

primary target of the 

Implementing Rules 

No action   

 where do I find a justification for this 

narrow focus in the Directive? 

 The recital (5) in the INSPIRE 

Directive provides ground for 
putting the emphasis on the re-
use of the Member States 
Infrastructure. 

 No action 
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Recommendation 20 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22: Recommendation 20 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The concept of invokable spatial data service 

shall be part of the invoking service definition in 

IR NS. 3rd parties should be encouraged to make  

available their SDS in INSPIRE by following this 

concept. This demands a concept on an abstract   

The concept of invokable 

spatial data services is part of 

the SDS IR. 

The demand for the abstract 

level is clear, but not No action 

Recommendation 20

84%

13%

0%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

level only. The position paper about invoking 

services  

already gives examples for such abstract level 

concepts (e.g. OGC WPS). 

necessarily limited to this 

level 

Third parties should be encouraged, but not 

obligated by an IR, to participate the INSPIRE 

infrastructure by using its concept, transformation 

services and invoke services (main building 

blocks).    agreed  No action 

  

Highly recommended as most of the SDS 

will not be provide by data providers but by 

3rd parties. agreed  No action 

replace SDS Implementing Rule with IR ISDSS    

Disagree, the INSPIRE calls 

for Implementing Rules that 

are then becoming legal acts 

proposals such as a 

regulation No action 

  

Very much agree. Some recommendations 

as to how to encourage 3rd parties might be 

worth considering. Clear, concise 

documentation of SDS rules, summaries of 

Network Service APIs, references to 

examples and use cases which illustrate how 

services are to interact, demonstration 

portals, tutorials and demo videos are just a 

few ideas which might lower the barrier to 

participation by third parties. Third party 

participation in INSPIRE infrastructure such 

Agreed, partly not scope of 

this stage of work  No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

as SDS will help develop a critical mass of 

activity needed to shift common end user 

practices away from conventional, custom 

one-off solutions towards more 

standardized, repeatable and participatory 

ones. 

 

Recommendation 21 

 

Figure 23: Recommendation 21 agreement results 

Recommendation 21

78%

13%

3%

3%

3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The last sentence is unclear. "Any specific tool" 

might consist of many sub-tools. Please clearify  Agreed Updated  

"But any specific tool included in it and with a 

well-defined functionality could be an invocable 

spatial data service." should be considered for 

removal (weakens recommendation)   Partially agreed  Updated 

We cannot understand the essence of this 

recommendation: on the one hand the set of tools 

from within a GIS should not be considered an 

invocable SDS, on the other hand specific tools 

from within GIS could be invocable SDS. What 

makes the difference? How can one decide if 

these tools are invocable SDS? 

A much clearer definition for invocable 

SDS  is needed.  

 Disagree the 

recommendation refers to 

systems as a whole entity in 

the first place  No action 

  

What is it "well-defined functionality"? - 

please, could you be more concrete or give 

an example. Partially agreed  Updated 

Mostly agree. Depends whether we are talking 

about a traditional desktop GIS or a service 

oriented enterprise GIS system. There are also 

web based GIS systems evolving which are more 

and more based on web services. So the term 

'GIS' is evolving and needs to be qualified.   Agreed in principle  No action  

 

 

Recommendation 22 

 



 54

 

 
 

Figure 24: Recommendation 22 agreement results 

 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 
Resolution Committee 

Observation 
Action 

  

IR would be more appropriate than TG. TG 

is not a legal document and has  a laess 

power than IR 

Agreed. 

The preference is the IR.  

Position noted, and will be 

addressed in the drafting of 

 No action 

(recommendation 

slightly edited) 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 
Resolution Committee 

Observation 
Action 

the IR. 

Again criteria need to be clearly defined and 

communicated 
  

Agreed. 

This is the intention, and the 

content also, of the 

recommendation . 

No action  

(recommendation 

slightly edited) 

Objective criteria for deciding the applicability 

should be available in the IR as well as technical 

guidelines.  

  

Agreed.  

Position noted, and will be 

addressed in the drafting of 

the IR. 

No action  

(recommendation 

slightly edited) 

 

Recommendation 23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 23

91%

9%

0%

0%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 25: Recommendation 23 agreement results 

Figure 25: Recommendation 23 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

This should be one of the first 

recommendations!  Agree in principle.  No action.   

  

In our understanding the main driver for 

establishing the spatial data service group 

was to discover the goal of SDS. So we 

wonder about this question. 

As the goal seems still to be unclear we 

recommend to define invocable spatial data 

service within the IR NS (part invoce 

services) on an abstract level only and no 

further SDS regulations. Agree in principle.  No action.   

Is it realistic to reach such a goal.   

First, the  goal of  IR SDS 

should be set during the IR 

development process. This is 

expected to be realistic.   No action.  

The goal of the IR on SDS and their feasibility, 

costs and benefits have to be clarified before the 

IR consultation process.    

Agree, this is part of the draft 

IR that will  IR consultation. 

  No action.   

 

Yes, before anything else if you promote 

additional IR !!! Agreed.   No action. 

 

The cost benefits should be clarified and 

explained more clearly in order to 

 Agree, that’s what  the 

recommendation is about.  No action.  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

motivate implementation work and get more 

commitment from stakeholders. 

 

Where possible and applicable, sample use 

cases should be used to illustrate the 

reasoning behind a recommendation, 

especially when related to a specific process 

or component (e.g. what is meant by 

standard metadata vs extended metadata) Agree in principle  No action. 

 

 

Recommendation 24 

 

 

Recommendation 24

72%

19%

0%

6% 3%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation



 58

 

Figure 26: Recommendation 24 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The quality of a spatail data service should be 

documented in the scope that is already required 

by INSPIRE meta data for discovery. No 

additional regulations required.   

Disagree the metadata 

regulation does not contain 

elements related to quality of 

spatial data service  No action  

if the quality metadata elemnts will be well and 

more clearly specified (better than the data 

quality)    Point taken  No action 

What is the meaning of "The Quality of Service" 

? Please clearify Point taken  

To be taken into 

account during 

the development 

of the IR 

Before any process of documentation, the 

parameters for description need to be evaluated 

first. The scope of needed parameters is described 

within the metadata regulation for discovery of 

services. Therefore no additional regulation seems 

to be useful at this stage.    

Agree with first sentence, 

disagreement with the other 

sentences and related to the 

quality of services No action   

How will this quality be documented? Needs 

clarification   Agreed  

 No action. To be 

considered in the 

IR development 

process 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

Quality of service should take into account 

type and complexity of service and use 

cases. For example, a find operation may 

require a response time of seconds to be 

useful, but a flood plain analysis, which is 

necessarily much more complex, may be of 

high utility even if provided asynchronously 

via an email link to an online, posted result 

several hours later.  Agreed  see above 

 

Recommendation 25 
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Figure 27: Recommendation 25 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

yes, but on an abstract level only, e.g. for 

supporting a processing service on a framework 

level, but without requirements on thematic 

profiles for specific thematic processing services.   

 Disagree a framework is 

applicable to all SDS No action  

  views please   No action  

Text description unclear Please clearify Agreed  Example removed 

Recommendation 25

70%

17%

0%

10%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

This recommendation states that â€œinvocable 

spatial data servicesâ  €  should require the 

documentation of non-functional properties.  

Any documentation requirement will base on a 

basic definition of relevant components. 

Therefore a definition of â€œinvocable SDSâ  €  

is missing.  

Provide a definition of invocable spatial 

data services.  

 Out of the scope of this 

document and a definition is 

provided in the NS position 

paper  No action 

Needs clarification. What non-functional 

properties should be documented? Probably 

should be optional rather than mandatory    Point taken first sentence 

To be considered 

in the 

development of 

the IR 

  If possible via Metadata!  Agreed No action  

 

 

Recommendation 26 
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Figure 28: Recommendation 26 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 
Resolution Committee 

Observation 
Action 

An SDS may be invoked as part of a sequence of 

events or even services. It may also be used for 

chaining other services (Link SDS Service). But 

this chain definitely does not only aim at 

â€œpresenting spatial dataâ  € . Instead 

functions/operations/tools are provided in a 

modular way.  

Reconsider this misleading 

recommendation.  

Disagree – the 

recommendation  illustrate a 

key point  without limiting  

the scope to this unique 

scenario 

No Action 

 

Recommendation 27 
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Figure 29: Recommendation 27 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

Do you mean non-harmonised or non-

compliant?  Yes see recommendation 31 No action  

Is it possible to have a harmonized service when 

data is non-harmonized?   

Yes but in practice it is not 

expected to be the case  No action  

if the non-harmonised datasets are available 

within the wider resources then these should be 

documented and a minimum set of standards 

applied.    Out of scope   No action 

  Why?   No action  

Spatial data services should always be 

harmonised regardless of the harmonization status 

of related spatial data sets.   Agreed in principle  No action 

 

Recommendation 27

69%

13%

6%

6%
6%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Recommendation 28 

 

 

 

Figure 30: Recommendation 28 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Recommendation 28

74%

13%

13%

0%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

According the directive article 7.3, 7.1 and 9a/b 

there could be no other IR for the regulations 

regards the interoperability of spatial data  

services than to include them in the "IR regards 

interoperability of spatial data sets and services" ! 

As basis for the definition of invoke service 

there is indeed a need for a generic 

conceptual model for spatial data services to 

achive syntactical interoperability. Semantic 

interoperability may be achieved by 

providing additional framework support 

(e.g. providance of a service and operation 

concept dictionary similar to the existing 

feature concept dictionary). But keep this on 

an abstract level only! (this can be seen 

similar to the data sets than can not be made 

interoperable to the data specification for 

some reasons, but can be used with the 

inspire components because provided in 

conformance with abstract inspire concepts 

on the guidance level (e.g. generic 

conceptional model & encoding guidelines). 

 agreed (Reason for the 

choice) 

Partial Agreement: the 

abstract level or framework  

is not sufficient to ensure 

interoperability  No action 

"Namely it could: "  -> "Namely it shall:"  
  

Disagree too strong in the 

context of recommendations  No action 
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Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Further clarification is needed, if SDS IR should 

mandate interoperability arrangements and 

harmonization.  

In this recommendation, interoperability 

arrangements seem to create a close-coupling 

between SDS and spatial data again.  

A list of SDS operations should be provided, if 

the SDS IR mandate harmonization for operations 

of SDS.  

Further clarification and a list or SDS 

operations, that should be mandated, is 

needed.  

 agreed but to be considered 

at a later stage when the IR 

are drafted 

 Include “where 

practicable” in the 

recommendation 

On the last bullet, need to be careful about 

mandating harmonisation of spatial data services. 

This obviously depends on what is meant by 

harmonisation but anything more than low level 

harmonisation should probably be advisory rather 

than mandatory   

 agreed (first sentence). 

Refer to previous 

observations 

See previous 

action  

see previous comments: IR SDS to be 

incorporated in IR ISDSS (not just inspired by)   

The inspiration is related to 

 the content and not the legal 

act to contain the SDS IR No action  

 

 

 

Recommendation 29 
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Figure 31: Recommendation 29 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

a core set of services should be in scope with 

additional / added value services available which 

may be out of scope.     Agreed No action 

Text decription unclear Please clearify Agreed 

Re-usable to be 

removed from the 

recommendation  

We agree that not all spatial data services should 

be in the scope of IR for SDS, but we cannot find 

any distinction or classification. A definition of 

re-usable would be helpful.  

In fact most modules (Services, Data, MD) within 

a Service-Oriented Architecture are re-usable.  

If at all only a few SDS needed for special tasks 

should be in the scope of SDS IR. 

Define the special tasks which will need 

spatial data services harmonised by SDS IR 

Define subsequently those spatial data 

services being in scope of SDS IR 

Define â€œre-usableâ  €  as classification of 

considerable SDS within the IR.  

Partial agreement for 

example the harmonization if 

any will be applicable to 

only a sub-set of the SDS as 

described in recommendation 

31 See above  

Recommendation 29

69%

19%

3%

6% 3%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Data services not compliant with Spatial Data 

Services should not be considered into INSPIRE 

infraestructure   

 Agreed non spatial data 

services are not part of the 

INSPIRE infrastructure No action  

 

 

Recommendation 30 

 

 

Figure 32: Recommendation 30 agreement results 

 

 

Recommendation 30

71%

3%

13%

10%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

We see the requirement to establish and operate 

network services in article 11, but we dont see 

any explicit obligation to establish and operate 

spatial data services (beside the network services) 

in the IR ISDSS. INSPIRE should provide the 

bases for future directives that possibliy do 

mandate operational specific spatial data services 

for specific use cases in their context. E.g. a 

refinement of the scope for a flood-water-

prediction-spatial-data-service might be part of a 

flood-water-prediction-directive and must not be 

obligatory within the INSPIRE directive.  

 

INSPIRE may provide here only the infrastructure 

which is independent of such specific thematic 

use cases.  

 last sentence is not 

compliant with the data 

specifications, also the 

Directive does not require 

the establishment of spatial 

data services in analogy with 

data. If a spatial data service 

is created then it should be 

made compliant with the IR. No action  

feasibility and criticality of the services should be 

defined.  additionally the benefits against the 

additional cost should be considered in any 

additional conditions.   

 Agreed see recommendation 

40 No action 

  

"as long as it is justified with considerations 

on issues such as 'feasibility' or assessment 

of impact to produce." -> weakens 

recommendation significantly Agreed done on purpose No action  

The scope of SDS and specific additional 

conditions will be needed before the creation of 

SDS IR.  

Provide the scope of SDS and its specific 

additional conditions as soon as possible.  

 Reason: Agree in principle 

and in line with the current 

activity. Add…: agree it is 

indeed a chapter in the No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

document 

  Do not see the case    No action 

cost/benefit considerations first, before scope is 

refined   

Disagree, the understanding 

comes first  No action 

 

Recommendation 31 

 

 

Figure 33: Recommendation 31 agreement results 

 

 

Recommendation 31

66%

25%

6%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Provide this on a framework level only.  

Detail technical specifications shall be provided 

only for services that are required for the 

operation of the infrastrcuture that supports a 

generic  concept of spatial data services, e.g. 

registry service where member states can register 

service types or a service concept dictionary. 

Keep the concept on an abstract level.  

Revisit this in some years when having several 

years of experience with a largely implemented 

INSPIRE infrastructure or prospective new 

technology available.  

Agree in principle - this is 

what is intended – but there 

is a need to illustrate to aid 

understanding – this is not a 

definitive and exhaustive 

structure  

 

Other recommendations in 

the document do recognise 

the need to exploit the 

emergence of new 

technology and standards to 

support SDS 

Add a short 

statement to 

better reflect the 

 purpose of the 

recommendation 

Any additional guidelines should be laid out as 

well  Agreed  

No action  

required at this 

stage  

The organizational structure of the SDS IR misses 

the scope and aim of this regulation. Furthermore 

additional interoperability arrangements and 

harmonization requirements are listed, 

whichâ€™s feasibility or restrictive behaviour 

has to be considered, e.g. a naming convention 

may easily lead to restriction of operationsâ€™ 

diversity. The mandatory requirement â€œGet 

Service Metadataâ€  is generally solved by 

GetCapabilities of standardized services anyway.   

It is unclear why there is a 

scope issue. 

 

See comment above about 

new methods – there is a 

need to integrate with wider 

web services (ie non spatial) 

as well as evolving standards 

– we cannot predicate 

everything on today’s 

architecture & standards 

No action 

required  

Last bullet of point 3 â€“ we need to be careful   Agreed – there are some No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

about detailed service specifications examples given, and more 

could be added > each SDS 

will need to be supported by 

Technical Guidance  

required  

risk of limiting the list now. At least these items 

needs to be addressed. Future needs or services 

may lead to new items to be described   

This is not a definitive list – 

just some immediate 

illustrations/priorities that 

most member states should 

all recognize as generic – 

there are many other 

potential SDS  

No action 

required  

Provide this on a framework level only.   

The examples are included to 

assist a wider audience 

appreciate SDS scope and 

possible priorities – nothing 

more  

Include the short 

statement as 

noted above  

Invocable recommendation could be included 

inside: 1. Requirements for all Spatial Data 

Services   Noted  

No action 

required 

  

Detailed specifications should be provided 

for common service requirements such as 

those listed (Gazeteer, Portrayal etc). Such 

detailed specifications should include a 

sample description of an implementation 

that would meet those detailed requirements 

(e.g. a set of Network Services or Invoke 

Services that would provide the 

functionality needed for the Gazetteer Agreed  

No action 

required  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

service in a compliant manner). This need 

not be prescriptive but would be 

informative. 

 

 

Recommendation 32 

 

 

Figure 34: Recommendation 32 agreement results 

 

Recommendation 32

70%

13%

10%

7% 0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

should be referred to and other initiatives should 

be reference, ensuring that scope for national 

priorities and data policy are acknowledge.  This 

should be cross referenced against the principles 

of subsidiarity  

Whilst rights management is undeniably 

necessary at this point, publishers and MS 

should be encouraged to release data and 

services without restriction. 

 out of the scope of the 

document No action 

If this is important options should be open.    Agreed in principle No action 

We agree that rights management should not be 

explicitly included in the SDS IR, but it has to be 

considered within the overall INSPIRE 

architecture. 

The reference to wider domains such as e-

government is neither helpful nor sufficient. 

Consider rights management and e-

commerce within the INSPIRE guidance 

papers properly. 

Adapt all given figures of the INSPIRE 

architecture.  

 Out of the scope of the 

document but is clearly in 

the scope of potentially any 

web service  No action 

Rights and conditions for use are important to 

users and providers of spatial data services and 

should hence be included in the Spatial Data 

Services Implementing Rules.  

Agreed in principle as long 

as this is understood as 

requiring more information 

on the spatial data services    No action 

The right management      No action 

Yes, but an operational solution should be made 

available.  

Agreed in principle but the 

dependency with the wider 

context needs to be 

acknowledged  No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

This does though relate to IP, authentication and 

security issues which should be at least 

considered for inclusion as part of the SDS scope. 

While many services may be transparent to 

security (that is, they may not need to authenticate 

or filter traffic) they should not be opaque to 

security (there may need to be conventions to 

allow for the passing of tokens etc).  

 Agreed but nothing specific 

to spatial data services   No action 

 

 

Recommendation 33 
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Figure 35: Recommendation 33 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

We agree but it is obvious that some other 

recommendations WILL RESTRICT indirectly 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT on existing or new 

spatial data services, e.g. recommendations 4, 11, 

28 

 
Noted – spatial data services 

are currently in their infancy 

and can be expected to evolve 

over the next few years in will 

with wider web services, 

technology and experience.  

 

No action 

required  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

This is more likely to enable 

their deployment and benefits  

than “restrict” 

 

 

Recommendation 34 

 

Recommendation 34

84%

13%

0%

3%

0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 36: Recommendation 34 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  ...and W3C Is taken into account  No action 

If and only if the existing initiatives are enough 

generalised   

Disagree, as well generalized 

initiatives as more focused 

ones are be taken into account  No action  

the recommendations need to be as (technology) 

independent as possible! existing situations 

schould not be the leading source for 

recommendations, but might be mentioned as 

example (thus not a leading principle).   agreed  No action 

 

 

Recommendation 35 

 

Recommendation 35

68%

16%

10%

3% 3%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Figure 37: Recommendation 35 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  

please clarify the word "new". From a 

client's perspective any changes of a 

service interface might be seen as a "new" 

service. 

Agreed in principle – need to 

rephrase to make “new” 

meaning more obvious ie does 

not mandate MS to create SDS 

they don’t need 

Ensure meaning 

of  “new” is clear  

Isn't it covered by number 33?   

Agree there may be 

confusion/duplication 

Re-word 35 to 

clarify the 

meaning of “new” 

In general we agree, but the understanding of new 

SDS  is unclear.  Define new SDS .  Agreed as noted above  

Ensure meaning 

of  “new” is clear 

  

maybe "should not prevent", instead of "should 

not require"   

 Not – the aim is not to force 

MS to implement services they 

do not require 

 No action 

required 

This recommendation is to restricting.   

Statement is unclear - the aim 

is to avoid work of non-value  

No action 

required  

  Why not? What is meant? 

Statement is unclear – but 

ensure what is meant by “new” 

is clarified 

Ensure meaning 

of  “new” is clear 

   

In general I would agree with this. However, in 

most cases many agencies will have very few if 

any existing spatial data services online (aside 

from mandated Network Services). So while 

recommendations may not strictly require new 

Beyond the standardized Network 

Services, which are a subset of SDS, it 

may be useful to recommend high value 

SDS for implementation that have 

demonstrated proven benefits to more Agreed  

No action 

required  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

services, they might strongly encourage new 

services where doing so might provide high value 

relating to INSPIRE goals of interoperability for 

example. 

mature member agencies that have learned 

from the development and implementation 

of SDS. (Some possible ideas: Find 

service, lookup / reverse lookup (find id 

based on location or location based on id), 

routing, no-dig, nearest facility etc) 

 

 

Recommendation 36 
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Figure 38: Recommendation 36 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

 

this is a generic comment which there is nothing 

wrong with.  However the definition of 

practicable needs tackling 

Agree in principle - the 

aim was to indicate that 

when the initial 

benefits have been 

recognised the demand 

for additional services 

is likely to become 

stronger 

Amend wording 

towards a 

recommendation 

and reflect the 

growth in demand 

based on benefits 

and user need 

 

Although we agree, this recommendation seems 

to contradict the preceding recommendation 35 in 

case that new interoperable SDS will be fostered.  

Recommendation 35 

has been modified to 

make it clearer that  a 

Member State is not 

required to adopt a 

particular SDS if it 

does not operate such a 

service already (but of 

course if it has an 

existing service - then 

it would be obliged to 

adopt that SDS IR) 

 

That is distinct from 

this Recommendation 

(36) where new 

opportunities for 

 No action 

required 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

services may be 

identified by Member 

States based on the cost 

benefits gained from 

those SDS that have 

been developed and 

bring new opportunities 

for automation the SDI. 

 Is this contraditing to Recommendation 35? See above  

No action 

required  

 

Recommendation 37 
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Figure 39: Recommendation 37 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice  Additional comments and suggestions  
Resolution Committee 

Observation 
Action 

  
users and MS involvement is essential at all 

stages 

 Agreed in principle; 

covered by the IR 

development process 

No action 

We miss LMO/SDIC involvement   Agreed in principle  No Action 

This recommendation calls for a further adoption 

of the IOC-TF scope.  
  Agreed No action  
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Recommendation 38 

 

 

 

Figure 40: Recommendation 38 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

 

There could be no other group for defining 

thematic requirements for spatial data 

services (!), but dont start this before having 

a largely Agreed  No action  

Recommendation 38

78%

13%

0%

6%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

implemented and operational INSPIRE 

infrastructure. Revisit this point in some 

years. 

 Why not use DT Specification? 

 DT Specification defined the 

data specification 

framework, whereas the 

TWGs have the detailed 

knowledge necessary to 

propose use cases No action 

 

What about former Annex I TWGs; the UC 

of Annex II & III are almost finalized.   Point taken  No action 

 

we agree, and point out that the close 

relationship with TWGs is yet another 

reason to incorporate the SDS process in the 

ISDSS process  Agreed No action 

 

 

Recommendation 39 
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Figure 41: Recommendation 39 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

MS should be the primary source but 3rd parties 

including industry [and academia] should also be 

consulted at an appropriate point [and kept 

informed throughout].  

  Agreed.  No action  
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Recommendation 40 

 

 

 

Figure 42: Recommendation 40 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

a cost benefit analysis should also consider about 

when it is the appropiate time to start this process 

and the possibility to minimize the risk if starting 

the process later based on wider real experiences.   

 Agreed in principle but 

priorities will determine the 

time scale 

Add prioritization 

criteria 

Should also include the cost of transition to these 

services.    

 Agreed in principle, already 

taken into account in the No action  

Recommendation 40

78%

13%

3%

3%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Directive impact assessment 

We are sure that the IR is feasible. We are not 

convinced that the further regulation of SDS will 

support INSPIRE benefits. Definitely an analysis 

will be needed. Appropriate parameters that have 

to be considered within this analysis are subject 

for evaluation beforehand.  

e.g. costs and expenditures for the 

harmonization of SDS have to be taken into 

account  Agree in principle No action 

What does 'gathering and analysing "numbers"' 

mean? Needs clarification    Agree  remove numbers 

  

Strongly agree. 

 

Cost / benefit should also consider the  

degree to which compliant solutions or 

approaches are part of common practice, 

mature open standards, and which have 

been demonstrated by successful 

implementations. If a recommendation is 

being made which will require the evolution 

of new standards, tools or technologies, this 

is inherently a riskier process and the 

recommendation would then need to 

provide for alternative arrangements if the 

recommended approach proves unfeasible 

or too costly. 

 

Cost should also take into the account the 

types of expertise implied by 

implementation efforts. For example, cost in Point taken  No action 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

man hours for an expert already familiar 

with INSPIRE and supporting technologies 

may differ vastly to the investment in time 

and effort required for a small agency new 

to both web services and technologies and 

the details of the INSPIRE requirements. 

Also, agencies are more likely to have 

access to some experts than others. For 

example, engineers, IT personnel or even 

GIS analysts may be more accessible for 

many member agencies than experts 

familiar with Network Services. 

 

 

Recommendation 41 
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Figure 43: Recommendation 41 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

We assume that an expert group (participants 

from member states) coordinated by the 

Commission and in close relation to the member 

states should develop SDS IR at an appropriate 

point of time.    

Agree in principle. The DT 

NS is indeed a expert group 

(participants from member 

states) coordinated by the 

Commission and in close 

relation to the member states 

.   No action.  

  

Some experts and projects eg. Linked Data 

Finland, CSC (IT Center for 

 Agree. SDIC and LMO’s are 

consulted (comments  No action.  

Recommendation 41

81%

3%

6%

10% 0%
I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

Science) and other research projects should 

be consulted 

resolution) during the 

development of the IR SDS.  

  

This recommendation should be rewritten. 

The meaning of the recommendation is not 

very clear. Too many words and long 

sentences. 

Agree in principle.  Agree 

with the long sentence. 

Shorten the 

sentence  

  

Some experts and projects eg. Linked Data 

Finland, CSC (IT Center for 

Science) and other research projects should 

be consulted. 

 Same comment and 

observation as above.    No action. 

 

Recommendation 42 
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Figure 44: Recommendation 42 agreement results 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

The timeline is already defined in the directive 

(Article 7.3). Requirements for spatial data 

services corresponding to Annex I are required to 

be defined already in the IR ISDSS no later than 

2009 (Article 9.a). 

As there are no requiremts in the IR ISDSS, no 

spatial data services are mandated by INSPIRE 

for Annex I.  

Agree in principle – SDS 

need to be demand driven – 

identify a need and fill it – 

do not develop SDS and then 

look for the gap. This needs 

to be reflected in the 

recommendations ie Rec (?) 

– need for multiple reuse in 

Update 40 to 

include 

prioritization 

Recommendation 42

63%
10%

14%

10%
3%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

There is still room and time for defining an 

abstract framework in the context of invoking 

services, but there is no legal basis for any 

requirement  

concerning the availability of existing, updated or 

new spatial data services outside the IR ISDSS! 

 

References: 

Article 7.3: "Member States shall ensure that [...] 

spatial data services are available in conformity 

with the 

implementing rules referred to in Article 7(1) 

within two years of their adoption. 

Article 9: "The implementing rules provided for 

in Article 7(1) shall be 

adopted in accordance with the following 

timetable: 

(a) no later than 15 May 2009 in the case of the 

spatial data 

sets corresponding to the themes listed in Annex 

I; 

(b) no later than 15 May 2012 in the case of the 

spatial data 

sets corresponding to the themes listed in Annex 

II or III." 

MS to qualify  

Indeed a stepwise entry into force is helpful for 

SDS IR, but it will not impede a rescheduling in 

order to carry out necessary analysis before an   

Agree in principle –  

 

Also dev times are long – eg 

Clarify the main 

time stages going 

forward to take 
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

implementation process.  we need several SDS now 

but they will not be 

standardised for some years 

yet & this could adversely 

impact the cost benefit of 

INSPIRE implementation  

into account the 

implementation 

by MS of services 

potentially 

included in the IR 

The timeline is already defined in the directive   

But the timeline will need 

updating to reflect the reality 

of the IR> Regulation and 

follow on SDS definitions See above  

  

Yes - phased approach with high value or 

prerequisite elements given priority. Also, 

timing will need to take into account the 

maturity of evolving standards involved. Agreed See above 

 

 

Question 1 

 

Note: Following analysis of the feedback the question will lead to a new recommendation, number 43. 
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Figure 45: Question 1 agreement results 

 

 

Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  Yes, is part of the infrastructure. Ok  No action  

  

Yes. It reflects the reality that organisations 

will publish co-ordinated data that includes 

versions of other organisational data. This is 

OK provided that the copy data is directly 

accessed from the master data list - i.e. that 

there is only one copy of the data in 

circulation, all copied from the master 

 Ok, the provision statement 

is though difficult to validate No action  

Recommendation 43

37%

11%15%

4%

33%

I agree

partial Agreement

I don't agree

No Opinion

I don't understand the
recommendation
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

dataset.   

  

Any SDS that is related only to a copy shall 

NOT be covered by INSPIRE, as the copy 

itself is not part of INSPIRE. 

Ok, the comment is 

justifiable  No action  

INSPIRE is based on providing services, 

therefore the SDS should be ralted to the services. 

Data providers are not willing to provide their 

data in public for SDS   

Ok, but see no change to 

recommendation  No action  

  any views? ?  No action  

  Please clearify  No action  

  

What do you mean by copy: a copying 

service or a dataset copy? Please remove 

ambiguity and give an example Accepted  

Recommendation 

to be amended to 

mention reference 

version instead of 

copy  

The answer of this question has to be part of the 

SDS IR scope definition, which is the fundament 

for further decisions and activities.    Accepted in principle  See above  

Need to be careful with 'copies'. Does this mean 

copies by the originator or by 3rd parties?   Accepted  See above  

  

For technical reasons (e.g. performance) 

copies might be used by the authorative 

source (data owner).  

Copies from this source elsewhere can 

never be considered as valid sources and by 

extention can be no part of the Inspire 

Infrastructure. Accepted  See above  
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Reason for your choice Additional comments and suggestions 

Resolution Committee 

Observation Action 

  Yes.   No action  

  

As long as the properties of the copy are 

well descibed and any differences with the 

oroginal data set highlighted. Ok  No action  

  Please give an example of the case 

Not clear what “case” refers 

to   No action  

  

Does it matter if the service works on the 

original or a copy of the data?  Accepted 

Recommendation 

to be amended to 

mention reference 

version instead of 

copy 

Whenever possible, duplicity of services should 

be avoided   Accepted No action  

  

Don't have enough background on this 

question to give a fruitful answer. My sense 

is that the answer would depend on the use 

case. In some cases a copy may be 

sufficient, or even necessary for 

performance reasons. The requirements of 

caching comes to mind. On the other hand, 

if series relates to something like a time 

series, a service that provides real time data 

would be an example of a service where you 

would want access to the service result 

directly and not a copy which might 

introduce a lag time. Ok  

Recommendation 

to be amended  to 

mention reference 

version instead of 

copy 

 

 


